Discussion is currently at the center of educators ' attention, and Paideia Seminars are 
a group of two or more people consider a subject, and as well, all discussion participants are encouraged to interact with each other by speaking, by using nonverbal cues, and by listening to enrich and refine understanding (Alvermann & Hayes, 1989; Gambrell & Almasi, 1996) .
While some researchers and theorists have questioned whether discussions can be distinguished well enough to derive fine-tuned, clearly specified "types," "genres," or "categories" (cf. Mercer, 1995; Wells, 1999 Wells, , 2001 , it is clear that discussions can take on a wide range of activities and structures, and that they can be used to accomplish an array of purposes (cf. Almasi, 1995; Lemke, 1990; Mercer, 1995) . Among the variety of sorts of discussion, perhaps the most common discussion activity in classrooms (Lemke, 1990; Mehan, 1998) is one in which a teacher stimulates discussion by asking questions and listening to student answers. Her purpose might be to bring students to an understanding that she already possesses, or at least to lead students to discuss issues she considers important (cf. prolepsis in Stone, 1993) . Borrowing a phrase from Forman, McCormick, and Donato (1998) , we refer to instances of discussion that revolve around the teacher's premises and ideas as "teacherfronted" (cf. triadic dialogue in Lemke, 1990 ; but note that his term dialogue is more consistent with our term discussion). While this sort of discussion has sometimes been criticized in the literature, characterizing teachers as controlling and encouraging convergent thinking (cf. Cazden, 1988; Nystrand, 1997; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975) , there may be merits to it. For example, the expert teacher might wisely center a discussion on the important points that students should learn, and she might see herself as a guide providing a scaffold through the discussion to help the students to find or create important meanings for themselves (cf. Mercer, 1995; Wells, 1999) .
At another place in the range of possible forms of discussion is a sort that occurs when all members of a group interact freely with each other, so that meanings and decisions are shared about what counts as important, and new meanings may be created. The purposes of such discussion could be wide ranging, including the exploration of various perspectives and understandings, the appreciation of opposite points of view, helping students to pursue creative analysis of written text, and/or helping students learn to take a stand and support it. Like others (e.g., Nystrand, 1997; Wells, 1999 Wells, , 2001 , we use the term dialogic discussion to specifically refer to this latter sort of discussion, although instances of it in the research literature have been labeled differently (e.g., Lemke [1990] also provides examples that are called true dialogue and cross-discussion, Mercer [1995] refers to exploratory talk, and some forms of Tharp and Gallimore's [1988] instructional conversations may be dialogic).
Our use of the term dialogic discussion is distinguished by at least three characteristics (Nystrand, 1997; Wells, 1999 Wells, , 2000 . First, decisions about what counts as important material or topics are shared among the members, and the talk among members reflects this. Second, understanding is created by the group, rather than found by students or given to students by the teacher. Third, because decisions are shared and understandings are nurtured by the group, the teacher gives up some, or all, of her authority to control the content and form of the discussion.
Resurgent interest in the Paideia Seminar is but one form of evidence of popular advocacy of dialogic discussion. The Paideia Seminar as detailed by Adler and his followers (Adler, 1982 (Adler, , 1983 (Adler, , 1984 Roberts, 1999; Staff of the National Paideia Center, 1998) fits descriptions of discussion that we call dialogic (cf. Tharp & Gallimore, 1988) . The number of schools claiming to implement Paideia Seminars has increased dramatically over the last few years, with the figure now at or greater than 80 schools in 10 states in the United States (Roberts, 1999) .
Very little research has been done on dialogic discussion, particularly on Paideia Seminars dialogic discussion. Consequently, little is known about the extent to which the enactment of dialogic discussion, and of Paideia Seminars in particular, tends to mirror tenets and principles associated with dialogism. It appears important now to examine and describe cases of teachers' implementations of dialogic discussions. Collectively, such case descriptions could help to inform us about what actually transpires, and they could also help us to better understand and appreciate the potential difficulties inherent in accomplishing dialogic discussion. The present study provides a case examination of the talk in sessions which one high school teacher and her principal called Paideia Seminars.
Background
In the following sections, first we explain the theoretical underpinnings for the present study. Next, we briefly describe the Paideia Seminar, its origins, key philosophical underpinnings that are related to dialogic discussion, and practices considered to exemplify its ideal conduct. Then we describe significant prior findings about classroom discussion in general and dialogic discussion in particular which press the need for the present study. Finally we point to how we instantiated a sociocultural outlook in our study, especially in the methodology.
Theoretical Underpinnings
Dialogic discussion is a sociocultural construct (cf. Almasi, 1995; Bakhtin, 1981 Bakhtin, , 1986 Hicks, 1996a Hicks, , 1996b Vygotsky, 1978 Vygotsky, , 1986 Vygotsky, , 1987 Wells, 1999 Wells, , 2001 . The term sociocultural refers to a family of theories with roots in the writings of Vygotsky (1978 , 1987 ) (cf. Forman, McCormick, & Donato, 1998 . In dialogic discussion, language, and literacy, meanings and understandings are inseparable from the cultural and social contexts in which they occur. Bakhtin (1981, p. 426 ) defined dialogism as a way of knowing in which "there is a constant interaction between meanings, all of which have the potential of conditioning the others." Such interaction and conditioning is characteristic of dialogic discussion (cf. Fish, 1980; Lemke, 1990) . Reciprocal flow of ideas involving actions and reactions of group members may lead to new understandings not held by any group member in advance of the discussion (e.g., Vygotsky, 1978 Vygotsky, , 1986 Vygotsky, , 1987 Wortham, 2001) .
Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar
A concept central to classroom dialogic discussion and to the methods and analyses in our study in particular is that members use language in social situations to claim, create, or negotiate stances or roles in relation to one another (Cook-Gumperz, 1986; Lemke, 1985 Lemke, , 1990 Mercer, 1995) . More is happening in discussions than what can be surmised by the accumulated meanings of spoken words. Speech functions not only to "denote something about possible or actual worlds" but also to "position speakers and audience members in some social space" (Wortham, 2001, p. 38) .
Finally, a theoretical premise of classroom dialogic discussion is that it is egalitarian in nature. That is, all participants' ideas, beliefs, and understandings about a text are valued, and participants share responsibilities for talking and listening. Readings are multi-voiced in that multiple interpretations of meaning and multiple opinions are respected (cf. Moore & Cunningham, 1998) . The skillful classroom teacher encourages all voices, including those that present alternative or opposing outlooks.
The Paideia Seminar
The Paideia Seminar is one form of classroom instruction advocated by Adler over a decade ago (1982, 1983, 1984) . It is extremely important to understand that Adler saw dialogic discussion as only one part of classroom activity, indeed a relatively small part (Roberts & Staff of the National Paideia Center, 1998) . A renowned educational philosopher, Adler (1982, p. 29) created and defined the Paideia Seminar as a "method of teaching intended to engage students in discussion of ideas . . . [and] values" surrounding a text the students and teacher have read.
Seminar tenets reflect theoretical assumptions of the sociocultural nature of speech and of egalitarianism associated with dialogic discussion in general. First, in seminars, student understanding is developed and enriched through student-to-student interchange of ideas, concepts, and values. That is, learning and thinking grow through social speech. Here, Adler drew in part upon Dewey's (1938) work viewing the significant role of participatory inquiry as a central means to learning. He also relied heavily upon the work of Hutchins (1955, p. 1) , who argued that opposing ideas should be considered in a civilized way and that all propositions should be examined. Second, the seminars are democratic in nature (Adler, 1982; Roberts, 1999) . All students' views are equally respected, and talk should be student-centered (Roberts, 1999) .
Characteristic methods of the Paideia Seminar are specifically designed to enable teachers to be facilitators of dialogue, whereas at other times (not seminar time) in Paideia, coaching is advocated. Coaching refers to helping students to develop "specific skills" (Paideia language) such as reading comprehension or descriptive writing. Paideia designers delineate ways that teachers can facilitate student dialogue during seminars (Roberts, 1999) : (a) Everyone must read the text in advance; (b) participants sit in a circle or square; (c) ground rules are set asking participants to think, speak, listen, refer to the text, and treat others respectfully; and (d) the teacher's role is to be a dialogue facilitator. Her practices should include asking only a few planned and discussion-prompted,
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open-ended questions designed to promote students' thinking and critique rather than to see if students grasp the teacher's point; refraining from making statements and evaluating student comments; avoiding fixed eye contact with any speaker; mapping discussion to keep track of student participation; and generally encouraging students to create an intellectual and civil discussion.
What is Known About Classroom Discussion in General and Dialogic Discussion in Particular
In this section we provide a backdrop for interpreting our study by summarizing the major findings from the research on discussion in general, describing general conclusions from the limited body of research on dialogic discussion, referring to the results of the few studies of Paideia Seminar discussion, and pointing to research findings on teacher techniques for, and learning about, dialogic discussion.
Findings From Research on Discussion in General
A major conclusion of much of the research on classroom talk in general is that dialogue occurs infrequently in classrooms. For instance, after collecting data on classroom talk for a year, Mercer (1995) stated that dialogic discussion was rarely found. Instead, most classroom discussion happens as an IRE sequence in which the teacher initiates a question, the student responds, and the teacher evaluates the response (Cazden, 1988; Lemke, 1990; Mehan, 1979 Mehan, , 1998 Newman, Griffin, & Cole, 1989; Wells, 1993) . Another major finding is that most classroom discussion tends to be teacher centered, fostering reproduction of what is already known by the teacher (cf. Cazden, 1988; Danielewicz, Rogers, & Noblit, 1996; Mehan, 1979; Michaels & Cazden, 1986; Nystrand, 1979; O'Connor & Michaels, 1996; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; Young, 1992) . Still another generalization is that group talk habits, including that of classroom adolescents, tend to be gender-related, with boys talking more than girls and interrupting and challenging more, whereas girls tend to ask questions and encourage others to respond more than boys do (e.g., Cannan, 1990; Evans, Alvermann, & Anders, 1998; Maltz & Borker, 1982; Swann, 1994; Tannen, 1991) . Finally and not surprisingly, a limited amount of research suggests that when discussions are more controlled by the teacher, the teacher's roles are often described as manager, procedural facilitator, evaluator, controller, or instructor (Alvermann, 1996; Aulls, 1998; Nystrand, 1997) , and student roles are often described as passive observer and as critic (Danielewicz, Rogers, & Noblit, 1996; Nystrand, 1997; Sperling, 1995) . Taken as a whole, researchers have described classroom discussions that fall under our earlier label of teacher-fronted discussions.
Findings About Dialogic Discussion in Particular
Dialogic forms of classroom discussion have been documented and described in only a handful of studies covering a range of subject areas, including math, Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar science, and literature or reading (e.g., Almasi, 1995; Aulls, 1998; Cobb & Bauersfeld, 1995; Gordon, 1991; Lemke, 1990; Mercer, 1995; Nystrand, 1997; Wells, 2001; Wood, 1995; Wortham, 1995 Wortham, , 2001 ). In the rare instances where dialogic discussion has been described, investigators report students setting their own purposes for discussion, freely conversing with each other so as to co-construct meaning, and moving the direction of discussion to their own, but textually related, topics (Almasi, 1995; Gordon, 1991; Lemke, 1990; Nystrand, 1997; Wells, 2001) . There is some very limited evidence of interchanges in science lessons which fit our definition of dialogic discussion (Lemke, 1990) . Teachers' roles in dialogic discussions have tended to be described as coach, model, collaborator, guide, participant, sharer, or neutral (Aulls, 1998) , and students' roles were similar to the teacher's roles (Almasi, 1995; Danielewicz, Rogers, & Noblit, 1996) .
Research on Paideia Seminar Discussion
With regard to descriptions of the Paideia Seminar in particular, we located only a few published research reports (e.g., Chesser, Gellatly, & Hale, 1997; Wortham, 1995) . Of these studies, only Wortham (1995) analyzed student talk in seminars. Wortham concluded from his 3-year study of English and history class seminars that students and teachers tended to enact text roles in their discussion. That is, participants tended to take on particular text characters' perspectives as they talked about the book, and when the enacted roles paralleled social relationships present among teachers and students, those social relationships were reinforced.
Research on Teacher Techniques for, and Learning About, Dialogic Discussion
A few researchers have focused on teacher techniques for fostering dialogic discussion, centering on teacher language. There is some minimal evidence that when the teacher is present in dialogic discussion in math lessons as well as in other situations, teacher techniques that support or facilitate students' attempts to explain are critical (Cobb & Bauersfeld, 1995; Mercer, 1995) . Such techniques include revoicing and reformulating, as when teachers restate or paraphrase or slightly extend a student comment; asking another student to extend a prior student's comment; avoiding questioning, instead stating her own reflective observations; confirming (answering students with yes or no); and elaborating student comments (Cobb & Bauersfeld, 1995; Mercer, 1995; O'Connor & Michaels, 1996; Wood, 1995) .
Finally, very little is known about how teachers learn to facilitate classrooms to encourage dialogic discussion. At least one study of a math teacher suggests considerable difficulty in learning how to promote such discussion (Cobb & Bauersfeld, 1995) , centering on the need to "reorganize her thinking" (p. 225). A significant dilemma for the teacher was the tension created between learning how to let children give their meanings and deciding what she should tell them. Another study of a math teacher showed that learning to promote discussion did not grow in a linear way (Wood, 1995) . Rather,
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her growth fluctuated as she shifted between an emerging practice and her previous traditional ways of teaching, fluctuation that Wood described as "to-ing" and "fro-ing."
Instantiation of Our Sociocultural Outlook in Our Study
In the present study, we assumed a dialogic stance and explored one high school English teacher's classroom Paideia Seminars. Specifically, we brought our sociocultural outlook to bear as we considered how to look at the ways in which the teacher and students created and explored meanings around texts they read in seminars, and most especially at the ways in which the seminar talk revealed relationships among the teacher and students. Social relationships can be understood, at least in part, through examination of (a) who talks and how much different participants talk-which can reflect the power status of the participants in relation to one another; (b) the purposes and functions of a speaker's talk and content as it relates to purpose-which can reveal how participants instantiate themselves and their ideas in relation to others in the group; (c) the form of the talk, such as patterns in speaker exchanges-which also reveal aspects of the social spaces carved out among the participants; and (d) roles that participants assume-because roles are worn in relation to others and therefore help to define social relationships (Lemke, 1990) . As other researchers have done (e.g., Almasi, 1995; Chinn, Anderson, & Waggoner, 2001; Lemke, 1985 Lemke, , 1990 , we instantiated our sociocultural outlook in our analysis of the student and teacher relations as manifested in talk in the seminars primarily by examining who talked, the purposes and functions of their talk, the form of their talk, and the roles they assumed.
Dialogic features would be reflected in language activities revealing students sharing "the floor" with one another, students deciding upon discussion topics and content, students co-constructing meanings, and, in general, students controlling the form of the discussion. Specifically, first, with regard to who talks and how much they talk, students would talk a lot, they would talk to each other a lot, and the teacher would talk very little. Also, because seminars and dialogic discussion are democratic in nature, female and male talk would be more alike than different in amount and type of talk. Second, with regard to function and purpose of the talk, students would select content for the discussion and move the topics within a discussion according to their own interests and needs. Third, regarding the form of discussion, student interchanges would be plentiful, that is, students would talk with each other most of the time, frequently initiating topics. Finally, the teacher's and students' roles alike might be described as facilitator, model, collaborator, or guide. Alternatively, the teacher might try to take herself out of the discussion so as to play an observer role.
Methods
The three Paideia Seminars conducted during a spring semester in one teacher's English honors class were observed and described. In the following Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar sections, we detail data sources, the setting of the study, the participants, how the teacher learned about Paideia, and information about data analyses. 1
Data Sources
There were six types of data sources, as described in the following sections. During all interviews, notes were taken and then were completely detailed immediately after the interviews were conducted.
Student Questionnaire
At the beginning of the study students completed a written questionnaire to indicate self-perceptions of how talkative they were. Information from the questionnaire was used to identify eight key informants for an end-of-study focus-group interview: four who liked to talk a lot and four who did not. There were four questionnaire items. The first three items were of the following type: "When the entire class is working together on an assignment, I like to state my answers aloud . . . (choose one) more or less . . . than other students." Items 2 and 3 ended with "than other male students" and "than other female students," respectively. Item 4 was an open-ended item: "My interpretation of the rules for talking in this class is that. . . ."
Observations and Field Notes
The first author observed and took running field notes for all three of the Paideia Seminars Mrs. Tully 2 conducted during the spring semester. Observations and field notes focused on student and teacher talk and noteworthy circumstances, such as individuals leaving the classroom. In the evening after a visit field notes were typed and clarified.
Video-and Audiotapes
Two video cameras, secured on tripods, were placed in opposite corners of the room, and the audio recorder was placed on the floor in the middle of the discussion area. Transcripts were made of the videotapes.
Two Types of Teacher Interviews
Two types of teacher interviews were done. The first type of teacher interview was unstructured and occurred immediately before and after each class session. These were informal interviews about the seminar and sometimes included questions the first author or the teacher had. The second type was three structured interviews, one before the first seminar, two after the last seminar, each lasting approximately 45 minutes. The prepared structured interview questions are shown in Appendix A. Also, before the last interview, Mrs. Tully was given videotapes and transcripts of the observed Paideia Seminars, and then during the interview she was asked to comment on the transcripts and videos.
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Two Types of Individual Student Interviews
The first type of student interview was an unstructured one that occurred before and after class sessions. As students settled in at the beginning of class or as they were leaving, the first author regularly chatted with students, asking what kind of work they had due, if they were ready for the seminar, and/or if they enjoyed the seminar.
The second type was a structured individual interview, done by the first author after the last seminar. The interview questions are shown in Appendix B.
Focus Group Interviews With Student Key Informants
After the last seminar, the first author met with eight student key informants in a focus group for one class period (approximately 55 minutes). The interviewer showed two 5-minute video segments, one from the first seminar and one from the second seminar. Only two segments were chosen due to time constraints. One was chosen because we thought it best exemplified the teacher and student interactions and roles as we have characterized them in this manuscript. The other was chosen because it illustrated a kind of studentto-student dialogic discussion expected in Paideia Seminars. After viewing each segment, the interviewer asked the following questions: Is this discussion typical of students (and teacher) in your class, and why or why not? What is important and/or unique about this discussion? What additional information would be helpful for someone to understand the meaning and dynamics of this discussion? And, to each of the eight students, How would you describe your role, your intention, your involvement at this point in the discussion, and what influenced you?
Principal and Superintendent Interviews
After all the seminars had been observed, the principal and superintendent were interviewed. Prepared principal items were the following: How long have you worked at this school and in what capacity? How is Mrs. Tully similar to, or different from, her colleagues? Describe your strategy for implementing Paideia in this school. What obstacles have you faced or do you foresee while implementing Paideia in your school? Prepared superintendent questions were as follows: What factors contribute to the success of Paideia implementation in this district? What special considerations need to be made for the implementation of Paideia in the high schools in this district? Are there any details that inform an understanding of Paideia implementation at W. E. Hope High School? Setting W. E. Hope High School was a 9th-through 12th-grade public high school with approximately 1,500 students in a large county school district in the Southeast. Fifty-one percent of the students were male, 49% were female, 62% were
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White, 33% were Black, and 5% were of other ethnicities. According to the principal most of the students in the school were from middle class families (Interview, May 21st). Twenty-one percent of the students qualified for free or reduced lunch.
The district Superintendent publicly embraced the egalitarian nature of Paideia teaching and encouraged teachers to attend Paideia workshops. Mr. Walker, the W. E. Hope principal, had conflicted views about Paideia Seminars, saying, "to put students in a circle to have a discussion is fine with bright kids, but with lower-level students, it is real work to get it to an intelligent discussion. Seminars are a lot of work, compounded by the fact that students won't do the preparatory reading" (Interview, May 21st). He said that a few of the teachers at the school were trying to do Paideia Seminars, but that he was not able to observe them.
Participants
Teacher
Mrs. Tully volunteered for the study, and the principal said that he thought Mrs. Tully was serious in her efforts to conduct Paideia Seminars. She was in her 14th year of teaching high school English and taught different tracked levels of 11th-grade English, honors English and "regular" English. Mrs. Tully was enthusiastic about doing Paideia Seminars, appeared to be highly committed to doing Paideia Seminars, contended that she did seminars once or twice a month, had been doing seminars for over 3 years, and had attended all of the Paideia Seminar workshops offered in the county.
Mrs. Tully expressed understanding of the basic definition, principles, and characteristic methods of Paideia Seminars. For example, she said she considered discussion in general to be any loosely structured interactions, whereas ideal Paideia Seminars involved individuals "[sharing] their thinking about the text" (Interview, March 26th). The seminar, she said, was for conceptual exploration, intellectual risk-taking, and questioning of ideas (Interview, December 10th). She indicated that she understood the principle that students would learn more through talking about the text than through listening to someone else talk about it. For instance, she said that seminars allowed her to teach "fewer pieces of literature in great depth," an approach she considered more aligned with "education than schooling" (Interview, March 27th). She also mentioned features of the seminar methods, such as that the teacher should "keep her mouth shut" and guide the discussion "by asking questions" and assuming the "observer" role (Interview, May 20th). Mrs. Tully only did Paideia Seminars with one class of honors students, saying her other students were capable of "group discussions, but not seminars" (Interview, March 26th), suggesting that seminars required deeper thinking.
Students
There were 18 students in the honors class: 1 Black male student, 6 White male students, and 11 White female students, all reported to be of middle
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socioeconomic status. The fact that they were in honors classes suggests that the participants achieved high grades and were studious. Several teacher statements support an interpretation of the students as high achievers. The students knew each other quite well and had been in several classes, including other honors classes, together before, in some cases for as many as 3 years (Teacher Interview, May 20th). During a Focus Group Interview (May 19th), students commented to the first author that because they knew each other so well they were "comfortable talking and being open" in Mrs. Tully's class. The following information also came from the same Focus Group Interview. When asked, "What makes a good seminar?" and "What are the rules for participating in a good seminar?" students said that they liked Paideia Seminars, not having to raise their hands to speak, and the respectful communication between teacher and students. Several students mentioned that this type of classroom discussion was unique and did not occur in other classes. As one said, "Other class discussion is always with the teacher. In this class, we're allowed to communicate with each other." Several said that the purpose of the seminars was to "get students to think"; one student said, "It makes me frustrated sometimes, but I know she wants us to keep thinking. . . ."
How the Teacher Learned About Paideia Techniques
Over a 4-year period Mrs. Tully participated in 9 days of Paideia Seminar workshops that were conducted by individuals from two different organizations, the National Paideia Center and the Paideia Group Incorporated, and an experienced Paideia teacher who was a former English teacher. The goal for the workshops was to teach teachers about the principles underlying Paideia teaching and how to do Paideia Seminars. The workshops primarily consisted of (a) lectures about the principles undergirding Paideia Seminars; and (b) small group practice in which teachers conducted and participated in Paideia Seminars with each other. In addition to attending the workshops, Mrs. Tully read the three Paideia books (Adler, 1982 (Adler, , 1983 (Adler, , 1984 and watched a few videos of Dr. Adler leading seminars.
Data Analyses
Data analyses were designed to reveal the ways in which the teacher and students interacted, and most especially the extent to which the seminar discussion was dialogic. To this end, there were three main kinds of analyses: (a) "grand" case analysis of all the materials; (b) "micro-examination" of seminar talk so as to map teacher and student relationships in the seminars; and (c) "narrative research" analysis. Each of these kinds of analyses is detailed in the following sections.
"Grand" Case Analysis
Procedures similar to those outlined in Bogdan and Biklen (1992) and Merriam (1998) were used as follows: All the data were assembled in folders by Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar data source and ordered chronologically according to collection date. The first author read and reread all of these data, page by page. As she read, she highlighted sections of interest in relation to the questions of the study as well as any sections that for any reason seemed important. She then wrote notes about patterns she considered important. During this time, she used a code-and-sort procedure in which, as patterns and themes arose, explanatory labels were assigned to them. For instance, she saw that the teacher often directed the topics for discussion and initially created a theme called Teacher as Knowledgeable Coach. She also saw that some students hardly ever talked and created a theme called Silent Students. A list was compiled of the themes. Then in another read of the data, examples and illustrations were sorted according to the themes. Triangulation was achieved by collecting evidence through multiple methods and searching for congruence, inconsistencies, and contradictions (Mathison, 1988) .
"Micro-examination" of Seminar Talk
Following procedures similar to some of those used by Erickson and Shultz (1981) and by Chinn, Anderson, and Waggoner (2001), we coded the seminar talk using the transcriptions from videotapes and the videotapes themselves. Audiotapes were used only to help when words were inaudible on the videotape. The following section details the coding.
Coding
Coding was grounded in our sociocultural outlook in that we attempted to describe social relationships revealed through who talked and how much, the purposes and functions of a speaker's talk, and the form of the talk. Note that these codes specifically echo our research issues stated at the end of the opening section of this article.
First, following precedents set by previous linguistic researchers analyzing speech, including videotapes, talk turns were identified and used as a unit of analysis (cf. Chinn, Anderson, & Waggoner, 2001; Levinson, 1983; Mehan, 1979; Stubbs, 1983) . A talk turn was a set of consecutive words that a participant spoke (Stubbs, 1983) , and this included single word utterances, such as saying yes or no. The end of a turn was marked by another speaker's voice. Then each talk turn was coded into the each of following main categories, some of which had subcategories:
1. Who talked (and the duration of the talk in minutes and seconds was noted). 2. Purpose and Function of the talk in two ways: (a) statement or question, with questions further identified as management of student behavior, conforming or prompting for information the teacher is looking for, or open-ended; and (b) content of the talk as it related to purpose (reading text, mentioning text, referring to self, referring to someone or something else).
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3. Form of the talk: sticking to talk in a previous turn or rolling away from talk in a previous turn towards new information or topic.
Inaudible talk turns and talk turns with overlapping speech (less than 1% of the talk turns in each of the three seminars) were not coded. One-word utterances (e.g., yes or no) were coded into all of the categories in the same way that longer utterances were coded into all of the categories.
Intercoder agreement was obtained following procedures used by other researchers coding discussions (cf. Chinn, Anderson, & Waggoner, 2001) . A second coder was trained to use the coding system. Then both coders first independently watched an entire seminar tape with the transcript in hand in order to understand the context for the segments to be coded for intercoder agreement. Then the coders independently watched identical segments from the videotapes, segments amounting to approximately 25% of the time from each seminar, with the start spots randomly selected. They again had transcripts in hand. The coders ran the tape and while coding stopped it wherever they wanted to in order to determine talk turn divisions and amount of time for each talk turn. Inter-coder agreement (the proportion of times the second coder agreed with researcher) for identifying talk turns and corresponding times were .97 each. Next, using the researcher's identified talk turns and working from the transcripts, the two coders independently coded the turns. Final intercoder agreements (using the researcher as the standard, the proportion of times the second coder agreed with the researcher) for categorizing talk ranged from .86 to .99 except for the subcoding of questions into question types (as management, conforming, or open-ended), where intercoder agreement was .72. Disagreements were not discussed, and the researcher's codes were used in analyses.
Narrative Analyses
After the "grand" case analysis and "micro-examination" of seminar talk were completed, the two authors met and continued to analyze the data using some of the narrative research procedures suggested by Alvermann (2000) .
Specifically, we met five or six times for about 2 hours each time to converse and debate about the list of themes, supporting data for each theme, and interpretations of the tables created from the "micro-examination" of seminar talk. We began each session with the research issues, took one at a time, and talked through the emerging themes for each, continuously searching the data for supporting examples and converging data. We also consciously looked for competing themes and opposing evidence. The thrust of the meetings was to question, to challenge, to bring the data to a justified and focused interpretation.
Findings
Findings will be described as follows. First, the amount and nature of talk in the Paideia Seminars are characterized in relation to the general atmosphere Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar of the seminars, the texts that were used and pre-seminar work, who talked (amount of talk turns and time), function or purpose of talk (types of questions asked, discussion content), and form of talk. Next, the teacher's and students' sociolinguistic roles in the seminars are detailed.
General Characterization of the Amount and Nature of Talk in the Paideia Seminars
Most of the ideal methods for doing Paideia Seminars were used, but the teacher also worked outside of prescribed Paideia Seminar parameters in three ways. The ways in which the teacher carried out prescribed Paideia Seminar methods were the following. The teacher assigned students the seminar text for reading assignments. That is, students were expected to have read the text, although in focus groups, some students said that they had not read a text. Desks were arranged in a circle, and the teacher sat in the circle and at eyelevel with the students. Although Mrs. Tully did not talk about ground rules for seminar discussion, students reported that the expectations during seminar discussions were that students would not talk while the teacher was talking and that student comments or questions should be thoughtful. Mrs.
Tully asked many open-ended questions, both questions she had prepared beforehand and questions that naturally arose from the discussion. She mapped the seminar talk, and she coached students to think carefully and to talk civilly.
Ways in which the teacher worked outside of prescribed Paideia Seminar parameters were the following. She sometimes asked questions that required students to understand her way of thinking about the literature, and she often stated her own opinion. She often evaluated (positively) students' talk, and eye contact between a student and the teacher occurred often.
In the observed classes, students were usually polite and waited until a person was finished before speaking. Overall, the overt seminar atmosphere might be described as genteel.
Texts and Students' Pre-Seminar Work
The texts for the first two seminars were Nathaniel Hawthorne's (1946) short story "The Minister's Black Veil" and Martin Luther King Jr.'s (1963) "Letter from Birmingham Jail." For both of these texts, ideas and values were at the center of the discussion. The text for the third seminar was a series of word problems from a text called "The Lady or the Tiger? And Other Logic Puzzles" (Smullyan, 1982) . For this text, the teacher focused the talk around strategies for solving problems. For the first and the third seminars, students simply read the texts ahead of time. For the second seminar, in addition to assigning the reading, in a class prior to the seminar, Mrs. Tully asked the students to work in small groups to write questions for the seminar.
Who Talked: Turns and Time
Overall, there were only three minor differences across seminars in amount and percentage of talk. First, Table 1 shows the third seminar was shorter
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than the first two. Second, Table 2 shows that while there is much consistency across the three seminars in the purpose and function of the teacher's talk, she mentioned the text (see M in column 4 of Table 2) somewhat less and something else (see E in column 6 of Table 2) somewhat more in the second seminar than she did in the other two seminars. Third, Table 2 shows considerable consistency in student talk across seminars except for somewhat less questioning in Seminar 2 as compared to the other seminars (see Q in column 2 of Table 2 ) and fewer mentions about the text (see M in column 4 of Table 2 ) as compared to the other seminars. Taken together, the most differences occurred when comparing Seminar 2 to the other two seminars, suggesting that the few differences in talk that occurred across seminars were likely related to the fact that students pre-wrote questions for the second seminar but not the other two seminars.
The comparative percentages of amount of talk turns and time across the teacher and the students provide a precursor to thematic findings about the sociocultural roles assumed in the seminars; that is, the seminars reflected a mix of kinds of discussion, some features of which might be characterized as dialogic and some of which might be characterized as "teacher-fronted." Looking at amount of talk, across seminars, the teacher and students took approximately the same number of talk turns (see Table 1 , columns 1 and 2). Of the total number of turns in a seminar, the teacher spoke from 44.1% to 46% of them, and the students spoke from 54.1% to 55.9% of them. Although students did a considerable amount of talking, the teacher talked a larger percentage of the total time (from 62.4% to 69.0%) than the students (31.0% to 37.6%) (see Table 1 , columns 3 and 4). These percentages indicate that while talk was shared with students, the teacher was also a relatively dominant force in the seminars, suggesting that while Mrs. Tully worked toward the dialogic principles embodied in the ideal Paideia Seminar, she may also have been guided by other principles which led her at times to "take the floor." Interestingly, after the study was concluded, and Mrs. Tully read some of our materials and we asked her to watch the videotapes, she recognized that some of her techniques were outside Paideia Seminar framework. For instance, when Mrs. Tully talked about the transcripts and the videos with the first author, she said, "I speak often," and added, "I was a manipulator . . . a coach instead of a facilitator" (Interview, December 10th). When prompted to say more about her possible reasons for sometimes talking "often" and acting as a "coach," and thereby moving away from Paideia Seminar principles, Mrs. Tully replied, "[It's] just my style" (Interview, December 10th). She also said in another interview that she thought it was important to ask questions because that's "how we get to truth and relevance and important things. Note. S = statement, Q = question, R = reads from text, M = mentions text, SF = mentions self, E = mentions something else, ST = stick, RO = roll. Categorical percentages do not total 100% because of inaudible turns, overlapping talk turns, and occasional turns that could not be coded according to the four categories under "Purpose/function: Content" (from 2.4% to 3.9% of the total number of turns across the three seminars) or "Form" (from 1.0% to 7.1% of the total number of turns across the seminars).
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Another reflection of how the seminars moved outside the egalitarian parameters of Paideia framework was that overall, male and female talk was imbalanced. In Seminar 1, the amounts and durations of male and female talk were approximately the same. However, in Seminars 2 and 3, male students talked more and for longer periods of time. In Seminars 2 and 3, respectively, 66.1% and 63.3% of the talk turns were made by male students, whereas 33.9% and 36.7% were made by female students. Also, respectively, 63.1% and 54.7% of the talk time were consumed by male students, and 36.9% and 45.3% of the talk time were consumed by female students. Interestingly, at times Mrs. Tully was aware of the gendered nature of the talk. For instance, while in the classroom testing equipment, the first author heard Mrs. Tully say, "I'm tired of hearing talkative guys and quiet girls" (March 26th). Also in an interview, the teacher said, "Gender talk differed with topic," though Mrs. Tully did not elaborate on which topics she thought were more interesting to girls or to boys (December 10th).
Purpose and Function of Talk
Our analysis of purpose and function of talk again suggests that seminars reflected a mix of features characteristic of both dialogue and "teacherfronted" discussion. First, the teacher's and students' purposes for talk as reflected in amount of questioning versus stating or responding suggest less dialogue and more teacher talk. Table 2 shows the teacher made statements (17.1% to 20.0% of all talk turns) almost as often as she questioned (24.2% to 28.8% of all talk turns), suggesting that she had viewpoints and that she voiced them, perhaps so that the students would be sure to focus on the points she thought were significant in the reading. The students did relatively little questioning (5.9% to 17.1% of all talk turns) as compared to stating (36.9% to 50.0% of all talk turns), suggesting that they often responded to the teacher's questions and issues.
Types of Questions
Examination of the types of questions asked by both the teacher and students also reveals a mix of features typical of dialogue and of "teacher-fronted" talk. Table 3 shows that slightly more than half of the teacher's questions tended to mainly prompt students to give an answer she was looking for (59.2% to 65.6% of all the teacher's questions by seminar were categorized as conforming), a questioning technique outside the parameters of the ideal Paideia Seminar. However, consistent with Paideia Seminar dialogic principles, she did ask many open-ended questions (34.4% to 39.5%) (see Table 3 ).
Students' questions were more varied in type and differed by seminar. In Seminars 1 and 3 they did ask a considerable number of open-ended questions, something advocated in an ideal Paideia Seminar. In Seminar 1, they mainly asked open-ended questions (47.2%), asked nearly as many conforming types of questions (39.6%), and asked some questions related to managing student behavior (13.2%), such as "Is everybody ready?" (Seminar 3, turn Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar 66). (Throughout the remainder of this manuscript, the first number in parentheses refers to the seminar, and the second number refers to the turn.) In Seminar 2, all of the student questions were ones asking for a conforming answer. In Seminar 3, students mainly asked open-ended questions (73.7%), but also asked questions that reflected conforming, or prompting for specific information that the teacher was looking for (26.3%).
Form of Talk: Participation Formats
Seminar participation format mainly reflected talk that was outside the parameters of ideal Padeia Seminar dialogue. Participation format refers to the way in which students and the teacher took turns as they talked (cf. Lemke, 1990; Nystrand, 1997 ; also see Erickson & Shultz, 1981 , regarding participation structures). Specifically, we looked for segments across turns in which the teacher or student initiated a topic and then examined what followed the end of that turn. For instance, one participation format might consist of a student asking a question, another student answering the question, and another student extending the prior student's comment.
Most of the discussion throughout the three seminars occurred as the teacher initiating a topic with a question, students responding to the question, and the teacher responding to the students. Ninety-two percent of seminar time happened in this pattern. There were only a few, brief instances of student-to-student talk across the three seminars. Students talked among themselves for a total of 4 minutes. In Seminar 1, there were three student-to- Note. QM = questions asked to manage student behavior; QC = conforming questions, prompting specific information the teacher is looking for; QO = open-ended questions that elicit many correct answers and are followed by at least three seconds of wait time. Percentages do not total 100% for teacher questions in Seminars 1 and 2 because some questions could not be categorized according to the three types (1.9% of the teacher questions in Seminar 1 and 1.2% of the teacher questions in Seminar 2). student occasions of talk, each lasting approximately 1 minute. In Seminar 2, there was one occasion, lasting approximately 1 minute.
Billings and Fitzgerald
What Roles Did the Teacher and Students Assume in the Paideia Seminars?
The teacher's and students' roles in the seminars were mainly characterized in ways more typical of discussion outside the bounds of dialogic Paideia Seminars. Mrs. Tully herself described her role as "coach" rather than "facilitator" (Interview, December 10th) saying "I am the most knowledgeable, conversant, analytic reader, and skilled writer [in the seminar]" (Interview, March 26th). She primarily assumed the role of what we will call Knowledgeable Coach during the seminars. Student roles fell into two broad categories: helper roles that supported the teacher as Knowledgeable Coach and roles in which they carefully opposed her. These roles are described in the following sections.
Teacher as Knowledgeable Coach
Mrs. Tully managed the seminars as Knowledgeable Coach in several ways. First, as we have already shown, she talked quite a bit. By "holding the floor," she could direct students' attention to issues and ideas she felt were important and coach them to "get" significant information or "reason out" an opinion. Second, we have also shown that Mrs. Tully made statements almost as much as she asked questions. By making statements, Mrs. Tully could coach by modeling her opinion, putting the issues and ideas she considered significant "on the table," and modeling good reasoning. From our observations and the tapes, in many of these statements, such as the following, she told students her views and opinions: "But again, just because you are a member of a minority group, and you know all the wrongs that have been done, because of human nature, this doesn't make you openly kind and wonderful and understanding. You still pretty much have the characteristics of other people. Just like the people who fled for religious freedom still didn't feel like extending the right of religious freedom to others. Human nature is a powerful thing" (2, 187).
Also, sometimes Mrs. Tully's statements seemed directed at making sure that students understood an important point in the reading, such as in the following example. While the class is talking about "Letter from a Birmingham Jail" (King, 1963) , Mrs. Tully seems to want to make sure the students understand a main theme of the piece-that governance has to do with responsibility for justice and injustice: "I want you to think about what institutions should really be responsible for, or should take responsibility for correcting public wrongs or inequities or injustices, just . . . what institutions should address this, should take responsibility for fixing wrongs" (2, 1).
At still other times, Mrs. Tully's statements seemed to reveal her desire to lead students to "reason out" their own opinions, as in the following illustration. She often scaffolded students' thinking through statements such as the following: "OK, can we classify these into two or three general classifications?"
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(1, 55); "Can you connect that with what Marie said?" (1, 264); and "But for whom else is Hawthorne writing?" (1, 380).
Third, she often coached students about what, in her opinion, were the most important topics in the text. Here are some examples that show how her talk and activities sometimes signaled what might be the "right" things to talk about.
For instance, during Seminar 1, the issue of premarital sex came up, and Mrs. Tully said, "That, we're not going to sidetrack. . . ." (1, 213) . During Seminar 2, after the topic of homosexuality was raised, Mrs. Tully said, "Well, let's not get down that way. But we can say it's your choice whether or not to be public about it. Surely that's what you mean" (2, 152).
In another example, at the beginning of the first seminar, Mrs. Tully used a round robin technique (a technique recommended in Paideia Seminar training designed to ensure that all students participate and to ensure that all participants' ideas are "on the table"), having each student read one idea from his or her previously written list of ideas: "As we go around, just mention one. And just check off what is mentioned on your list, so we won't duplicate. Or add to your list if someone says something you haven't thought of. And we'll simply start with Kail and go to his left" (1, 14). In the preceding example, by allowing students to write some ideas first and then read from their lists and by moving from student to student in a predetermined sequence and limiting comments to one item per student, Mrs. Tully coaches students that they should all think about the topic and that it is important to consider a wide variety of ideas or topics.
In addition to wanting students to "get" certain understandings in the text Mrs. Tully also coached students toward her goal of having students think carefully and critically. She often emphasized the importance of the thought process rather than just "getting the answer," saying for example, "What was your process?" (3, 3); "Explain how you got there" (3, 27); "OK, let's talk about your thinking" (3, 66); and "It's important that we hear the whole process of your thinking" (3, 1).
Fourth, Mrs. Tully coached through her language and intonations. For instance, early in Seminar 1, Athena asked, "This is ideally [as compared to reality], right?" Mrs. Tully answered: "Yes, absolutely [with emphasis]. Obviously [with emphasis] it's never been done before, so we're in the realm of ideals" (2, 14-15). Again, examples such as these suggest that Mrs. Tully wanted her students to understand particular information or ideas from her stance as a more knowledgeable other. At the same time it again is important to note that her language and tone here do not easily fit the purposes or activities of dialogic discussion where exploration and deconstruction of oppositional ideas would often be promoted over coaching to "get" or "understand" particular "right" stances.
Fifth, Mrs. Tully as Knowledgeable Coach often evaluated students' statements. Her evaluations could be interpreted as consistent with goals such as guiding students to know particular information or think in particular ways. For example, in Seminar 1, Mrs. Tully said, "OK. That's a valid question"
(1, 85), and then "That's a good point" (1, 111). She often used expressions such as "Right" (e.g., 2, 117) and "That's true" (e.g., 2, 181). Most of her evaluations were affirmative; but, again, such evaluation suggests movement in territory outside the bounds of dialogic Paideia Seminars. Promotion of dialogue more likely occurs when teachers refrain from evaluating students' statements and signal that all views "count."
Finally, Mrs. Tully played out the Knowledgeable Coach during minilectures. For instance, in the following example, Mrs. Tully tells the students about historical and political events surrounding Martin Luther King Jr.'s letter:
If you look behind you, and somebody is there, you're a leader. Let's go back to institutions for a minute and the people they serve and the people they do not serve. King obviously voiced what so many people were personally aware of that government and, we're now in the state of Alabama, that government was not serving them. Government at some level were [sic] not even letting them vote. Even though he points out that in many counties Blacks were the majority of the population. No Black person could be a registered voter. And this is the basis of his argument. If they are not part of the group that makes laws then these are unjust laws. If you expect, have never been a victim, then you tend to trust government, the court system, because it has never served you ill. You assume it can do no wrong in a very large kind of way. So if perhaps you have never been caught up in this you don't give it much thought. It's just part of your life. You assume everything works OK until you learn otherwise. How do you learn in the 60s? How would you have learned that all of society is not as you have experienced? (2, 115) As Knowledgeable Coach, Mrs. Tully would need to share her understandings with students through telling.
It is noteworthy that some students spoke positively about Mrs. Tully's helpfulness to them as Knowledgeable Coach. For instance, Kyle said, "Other teachers throw out information. [She] . . . really shares information in her own way. Most students respect her. She really tries to help us" (Student Interview, May 28th).
Student Roles
Now that we have portrayed Mrs. Tully's main role as Knowledgeable Coach, it is perhaps not surprising that we found student roles that were also outside the parameters of dialogic discussion.
Mrs. Tully was not a Knowledgeable Coach just because she asserted herself as one. Students might have rebelled. They might have loudly argued against her. They might have been offensive. They might have behaved aggressively. But they did none of these things. Rather, many of the students collaborated with Mrs. Tully and appeared to implicitly value her coaching. Still, there were some ways in which students more or less carefully opposed her. In Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar the following sections, three forms of student helper roles and two types of opposition roles are shown. Both male and female students took on each of the various helper and opposition roles.
Student Helper Roles
One student helper role was the Enabler. Enablers responded to and supported the teacher's limits on content and form of seminar talk. One sort of Enabler recognized the Teacher as Knowledgeable Coach and supported her by answering her questions when others did not. In turn, the teacher then sometimes used the Enabler's responses to reinforce her position as Knowledgeable Coach. Sequences such as the following were common:
Mrs. T.:
Why do we not want to be conspicuous? [moments of silence] Meredith: Want to belong. (2, (307) (308) The students seemed to know what the teacher had in mind as a correct answer. Silence suggested unwillingness to support the teacher. When Meredith spoke, she gave more than the "right" answer. She publicly asserted that she was willing to help the teacher.
Another type of student Enabler not only recognized the teacher's ability to coach, but expressly and publicly valued it by inquiring about the teacher's views and opinions. Examples such as the following commonly occurred. Partway through Seminar 2, after students had been guessing the answer to the teacher's first question about why the minister wore the black veil, Athena asked the teacher for her interpretation of the relationship between the girl who had died and the minister. She asked the teacher, "What was the importance of, uh, with that girl who died, and he goes down, and he, does he touch her? Does he look at her?" Catarina joined in to help ask and answer the question. About 3 minutes later Athena reiterated her point as if asking the teacher if this was related to the information she wanted:
Athena:
I thought maybe that Mr. Hooper has some type of relation with this girl that just died.
Mrs. T.:
No. She's just a parishioner. (1, (181) (182) By publicly asking for Mrs. Tully's opinions and/or validation, these student Enablers asserted the authority of the teacher's beliefs and understandings. A second way in which students helped Mrs. Tully as Knowledgeable Coach was that they allowed themselves to be used as Intermediaries for Mrs. Tully's opinions. Nate often was an Intermediary. Mrs. Tully frequently questioned in a way that led a highly respected group member to make statements that Mrs. Tully wanted to make. Here's one example. Late in Seminar 1, after the teacher had asked a variation of the same question four or five times, and received no answer she thought was acceptable, she called on Nate as Intermediary to articulate some ideas related to the teacher's answer. The lesson.
[signaling yet more is necessary for an acceptable answer] Uh hum. . . .
Nate:
And it's, ah, he kind of shows how people react to things they don't understand.
Mrs. T.:
That's true. [to other students] Do you agree? (1, (242) (243) (244) (245) (246) (247) (248) Other students seemed to understand that Nate played an Intermediary role. Later in the same discussion, for example, we see Austen giving support to Nate's role as Intermediary:
Austen:
What Nate said about, uh, well, I can't say it. What he said was that one thing that we can consider about why he wore the veil was . . . Well, Nate say what you said again.
Mrs. T.:
You remember your statement four comments ago.
Austen:
[inaudible] Human nature. Nate:
Well yeah. It's a trick of human nature that, uh, people react to things they don't understand. . . .
I thought that was a good explanation. (1, 259 -264) Another way in which students supported the teacher as Knowledgeable Coach was through silence. Some students were nearly always Observers. By failing to participate in the talk at all, some students gave silent assent to the teacher's Knowledgeable Coach role. Sharon, Electra, Victoria, Anne, Jerry, and Kathy rarely spoke, but continuously sent nonverbal signals that they were listening attentively. These students collectively talked, across the three seminars, less than 2% of the total talk time. However, they consistently looked at the speaker. Mrs. Tully did not try to "draw out" these students, which in turn, supported their "silent assent" to abdicate to others' ideas and opinions.
Student Oppositional Roles
Self-Asserters were a few students who carefully but courageously asserted their own opinions or ideas, even when their views were different from the teacher's. Austen was a student who consistently assumed the role of SelfAsserter. He was respectful, but he was quick to respond and appeared confident. He often "held his own" in the face of Mrs. Tully's disagreement. The following excerpt shows one example of this:
Mrs. T.:
What's your responsibility to do something about this [about public wrongs]? Do you have a responsibility? Austen:
I think we do, like I think we're all put on this world to make it a better place. Like that song.
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Mrs. T.:
Not from Braveheart [the movie], I trust [several students laugh].
Austen:
No. Like Michael Jackson. I think we're supposed to do our best to make it a better place. Like be a better person. Being nice is contagious. You're nice to one person. They're going to be nice back. I think it's our responsibility to be good Samaritans.
Mrs. T.:
Is that going to cut it? Is it going to take care of our problems if we are nice to each other? Student: No.
Austen:
It's a way to start. (2, (187) (188) (189) (190) (191) (192) (193) This exchange provides an example for potential for dialogic discussion, in part because Austen and Mrs. Tully appear to have different, potentially opposite, ideas. Where there is difference of opinion, dialogic possibilities abound. While the exchange does not provide evidence working within the parameters of dialogism, it does show the power of a teacher as a Knowledgeable Coach. Most of the students seemingly "take her side," affirming Mrs. Tully's outlook. A very few students were Challengers in Disguise. These students opposed the Knowledgeable Coach by asserting their positions through the rhetorical device of asking the teacher a question in such a way as to make their own views obvious. In some sense, their rhetorical devices served as polite ironic cloaks. On the surface, the questions generally appeared deferential, seemingly in recognition of teacher's authority, but at their core, the devices symbolized the students' opposition to the Knowledgeable Coach's stance. The following excerpts illustrate what was a pervasive oppositional student effort.
In Seminar 2, Catarina, an active Challenger in Disguise, responds pointedly to a question:
Mrs. T.:
[in a discussion about teenage curfews which was later applied to rules for hanging out in a local shopping mall] If you'd gotten thrown out. . . . Anybody been thrown out of the mall in here? Catarina: Would anybody talk about it? (2, 299 -300) Mrs. Tully did not acknowledge Catarina's question.
Kail, the only Black student in the class, consistently made disguised challenges throughout the seminars. In the following exchange during Seminar 2, as the class talks about the Martin Luther King Jr. speech, we see Kail asking a question in a way that signals to everyone in the room that his view and his personal experiences perhaps set him apart and give him a different insight not available to others in the group.
Mrs. T.: . . . want to belong. Don't want to be alone. And then you get out into the world, and you see that people are discriminated against, but as long as it does not affect you, you say, "Why make waves?" And so things become institutionalized.
Kail:
I have a question. I don't know if this is like, well it's relevant. Uhm. OK. I was like talking to somebody yesterday, and I was just talking. And this person says stuff like, "You just said that because you're Black." I'm like, Ten seconds of silence followed. It seemed clear that everyone in the room understood that Kail himself had personal experience with discrimination and that he knew about "making waves" and "institutionalized things." This was indeed a pregnant pause, and it was a perfect opportunity for the class to develop a deeper understanding of the concepts Mrs. Tully had brought up. To do so, Mrs. Tully and other class members would have to, at least momentarily, support Kail's privileged position. They would also have to grapple with the sensitivities of racism on a personal level. As a Challenger in Disguise, Kail had really laid open the possibility of taking the class through the muddy waters of a dialogic discussion. After the silence, Mrs. Tully spoke about how she handled awkward situations. Then she asked, "What in your life have you found worth putting yourself on the line for?" Ironically, and probably with the best of intentions, the way Mrs. Tully and the rest of her students handled the moment was, after all, an example of how suppression of controversy can become, in her earlier words, institutionalized.
Sometimes the Challengers in Disguise pointed to their own understanding of the teacher as Knowledgeable Coach. For instance, about halfway through Seminar 1, after Mrs. Tully questioned the class about the significance of the minister wearing the black veil, Athena said, "Do you know?" (1, 224) . Similarly, toward the end of the same seminar, Catarina said, "Will you tell us your ideas?" (1, 398).
Conclusions and Discussion
Our conclusions must be tempered by the limits and boundaries of our study. In particular, we only examined Paideia Seminar talk in one high school English teacher's classroom. Consequently, we make no claims about Paideia Seminar talk in general as it might occur in other situations. Moreover, we only examined the Paideia Seminars that Mrs. Tully did in the spring semester. While we believe the consistency of results across these seminars does suggest some generalities about the kind of talk that occurred in the seminars in this class, we cannot know what the talk might have been like in other seminars conducted in the fall semester. Also, importantly, we did not examine other instructional activities in Mrs. Tully's classroom, and, while we would have expected the most likely place to observe dialogue would be in Paideia Seminars, it is possible that other activities could have included dialogic discussions (cf. Almasi, 1995) . Finally, it is not possible from our study to connect the kind of talk that occurred in the seminars to student learning outcomes. It Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar may be that the kind of talk we observed was related to enhanced student learning.
Given these qualifications, the overarching conclusion of this study was that the observed discussions in Mrs. Tully's classroom represented some tensions between features of dialogic discussion and another discussion which we earlier referred to as "teacher fronted" (term borrowed from Forman, McCormick, & Donato, 1998) . In essence, our analysis of the seminars suggested that Mrs. Tully was a teacher in transition, moving toward ways of eliciting dialogic discussion, but at the same time bound to some understandings, language, and actions that anchored her as well in other discussion arenas.
Specific ways in which the seminars reflected dialogic discussion included the following: Mrs. Tully followed several of the Paideia Seminar methods, methods which are associated with facilitation of dialogism, such as having the class sit in a circle, mapping the discussion as it unfolded, and coaching students to think carefully and talk civilly. She "shared the floor" with the students at times and also asked many open-ended questions which invited student opinions and encouraged divergent views. On the other hand, the following features of the talk suggest "teacher-fronted" discussion that falls outside the bounds of dialogic discussion:
1. Regarding who talked in the seminars, although Mrs. Tully "shared the floor" a fair amount with students, she also talked nearly half of the total talk turns, and slightly over half of the total talk time, suggesting that she was a relatively dominant force in the seminars. Also, male students tended to dominate the student talk. 2. As to purposes and functions of the talk, a major thrust of the seminars was for students to learn about topics and ideas the teacher considered to be significant. 3. Regarding the form of talk, participation formats occurred principally as the teacher initiating a topic with a question, students responding to the question, and the teacher responding to the students. 4. Finally, the teacher's main role was Knowledgeable Coach. Two sets of student roles emerged. One set consisted of students helping the teacher (Enablers, Intermediaries, and Observers). The other set of student roles consisted of students carefully and gently opposing the teacher (Self Asserters and Challengers in Disguise).
We begin our discussion with our image of Mrs. Tully as a teacher in transition learning about dialogic discussion. We worry that our findings may be interpreted by some readers as non-supportive of Mrs. Tully's efforts, that by presenting the features of her seminars which were "teacher-fronted" we suggest she is a "less-than-ideal" teacher. To the contrary, we greatly admire Mrs. Tully for her commitment to changing her teaching and for her dedicated energy and outlook. Moreover, we personally define "ideal" teaching not as a static event, but rather as a process, a process that involves not only energy and effort, but also struggle and conflict. As Mehan (1998) has said, educators and researchers assuming a sociocultural outlook often take on a
Billings and Fitzgerald
beneficent view of how classroom interaction, including discussion, occurs, a view in which teaching and learning are consensual and effortless. Most microethnographers and critical ethnographers of classroom interactions portray quite a different view, one which is characterized more frequently by conflict, tension, and resistance (Mehan, 1998) . Mehan (1998, p. 264) says, "Trouble is an essential feature of teaching-learning interaction; it is always there, a feature that defies our attempts to correct it, or repair it, or make it disappear." He suggests that sometimes researchers may tend to de-emphasize or even omit such conflicts, tensions, and complexities in our reports. Instead, he says, we need to acknowledge the conflicts and complexities, show them, and deal with them. We hope that our portrayal of Mrs. Tully's seminars will be received in just such a spirit of bringing the difficulties to light as a way of helping both researchers and practitioners to better understand the complexities involved.
We now consider how our findings about the nature of the talk in the seminars and the participant roles compare to results from prior studies. First, the discussions we observed had characteristics that resembled major ones found in previous studies on discussions in general (but not dialogic discussions in particular). To a large extent, the discussions happened as IRE-like sequences, with the teacher initiating a question, a student responding, and the teacher responding to and evaluating the student (Cazden, 1988; Lemke, 1990; Mehan, 1979; Newman, Griffin, & Cole, 1989; Wells, 1993) . The IRE sequence has been well documented in the literature as a prevalent teacherstudent interchange (Cazden, 1988; Lemke, 1990; Mehan, 1979; Newman, Griffin, & Cole, 1989; Wells, 1993) . Our teacher's tendency toward talking and asking questions so as to lead students to ideas or information already known by the teacher has also been commonly found in prior research on classroom talk and discussions (cf. Cazden, 1988; Danielewicz, Rogers, & Noblit, 1996; Forman, McCormick, & Donato, 1998; Mehan, 1979; Michaels & Cazden, 1986; Nystrand, 1979; Sinclair & Coulthard, 1975; Young, 1992) . The dominant male talk we found has also been revealed in much prior work on discussions (cf. Cannan, 1990; Evans, Alvermann, & Anders, 1998; Maltz & Borker, 1982; Swann, 1994; Tannen, 1991) and is perhaps an especially striking finding in our study because there were more female than male students in Mrs. Tully's class. The teacher and student roles in Mrs. Tully's classroom were very similar to the managerial and observer/critic roles that have been described in the past (cf. Alvermann, 1996; Aulls, 1998; Danielewicz, Rogers, & Noblit, 1996; Nystrand, 1997; Sperling, 1995) . Notably, we saw examples in the seminar of students taking on Intermediary roles, roles in which students spoke Mrs. Tully's opinions in her stead. In a study of the discourse of a middle-grades teacher and three of her students during a lesson on area measurement, Forman, McCormick, and Donato (1998) found a similar student role. One student in their study tended to echo the teacher's language, taking on her authoritative voice. As Forman, McCormick, and Donato point out, such echoing may reflect individuals' struggle to reconcile their own speaking and thinking with the voice of authority.
Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar
The "teacher-fronted" discussions in the seminars might be interpreted according to different outlooks. On the one hand, we consider positive factors in them. One important point is that these are discussions of some sort. They are efforts to engage students in an active way, rather than having students listen to lectures-which also have their place. At least these sorts of discussions represent an attempt during some portion of classroom instruction toward encouraging student interaction. Another potentially positive interpretation of such discussions is that they grow out of teachers' earnest attempts to scaffold students toward particular understandings. From a Vygotskian (1978, 1986, 1987) outlook, teachers may understand students' current state of knowledge and consider guiding them to another state, through a Zone of Proximal Development. Their questioning routines and managerial style may reflect their beliefs that they are shouldering and guiding students' learning. Yet another way of thinking about "teacher-fronted" discussion is that they serve to transmit significant meanings from one person to another. Wertsch (1991) suggests that discussions that transmit may be common in classrooms because they create collective memory, shared identity, and common language (cf. Forman, McCormick, & Donato, 1998) .
On the other hand, such "teacher-fronted" discussions are, to use Bakhtin's (1981) word, monologic, communicating the status of authority, in particular that the teacher's authority is privileged (cf. Forman, McCormick, & Donato, 1998) . By orchestrating the seminar talk, by endorsing and encouraging certain views more than others, by using the assistance of Intermediaries, a teacher discounts explanations and ideas different from her own, and she remains the authority figure in the classroom. Significant questions remain as to the degree to which learning, or even what kind of learning, is impeded or facilitated by privileging teacher authority.
Second, we found few instances of the central features reported in a few prior studies of dialogic discussion. As compared to results of prior studies of dialogic discussion, students did not freely set their own purposes for discussion, and co-construction of meaning was not pervasive (cf. Almasi, 1995; Gordon, 1991; Lemke, 1990; Nystrand, 1997; Wells, 2001) . Also, dialogic interchanges (similar to our participation format) found in prior research on science lessons were not central among our findings (cf. Lemke, 1990) .
Nor did the teacher we observed use many of the techniques found to facilitate dialogic discussion in a few prior studies. For instance, on the whole, she did not revoice students' comments or ask other students to extend a prior student's comment, nor did she completely avoid questions other than openended questions-though she did make statements a lot in addition to questioning (cf. Cobb & Bauersfeld, 1995; Mercer, 1995; Wood, 1995) . However, she did employ some of the facilitative techniques found in the prior investigations. Specifically, she did state her own reflective observations, confirmed student's questions, and elaborated student comments (cf. Cobb & Bauersfeld, 1995; Mercer, 1995; Wood, 1995) .
It became clear to us at the close of the seminars that Mrs. Tully herself was aware of at least some of the discrepancies between her ideals for the seminar talk and her own practices during the seminars. As we reported earlier, when Mrs. Tully read transcripts of the sessions, she said to the interviewer, "I speak often," and "I was a manipulator . . . coach instead of a facilitator" (Interview, December 10th). Her recognition of the importance of how much she talked and of her role suggests that maybe Mrs. Tully did have an understanding of either the underlying tenets of dialogic discussion or practices associated with it or both.
While our data do not lead to a definite understanding of the reasons that the seminars contained features of both dialogic discussion and "teacherfronted" discussion, there are data that permit us to conjecture. For instance, Mrs. Tully seemed to place student cognition and thinking at the center of her work. When Mrs. Tully was prompted to talk more about her own observations of her talk and roles, she indicated that she thought teacher questioning was extremely important in leading students to "truth" and "relevance." She also suggested that leading students to be critical thinkers was very important. Her emphasis on questioning could well have been related to her belief that she should take utmost responsibility for leading students to "understand" and "think" well, and her questions were her main way of accomplishing such achievements. Another explanation is that possibly Mrs. Tully had not learned enough about how to help her understandings flower into a fuller practice in her own classroom. Perhaps Mrs. Tully's pre-Paideia teaching practices had become so ingrained that shifting away from them and toward a very different way was extremely difficult.
As we think about Mrs. Tully as a teacher in transition learning about dialogic discussions, we are reminded of earlier research in which a math teacher learning how to promote dialogic discussion had to reorganize her thinking (Cobb & Bauersfeld, 1995) . Wood's (1995) description of a math teacher's learning about doing discussion as "to-ing and fro-ing" seems apt for our teacher in transition as well.
A few other investigators have pointed to the considerable length of time and the necessity of a wide variety of ways of learning about promoting discussion (Alvermann & Hayes, 1989; Fecho, 2000; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988; Wood, 1995) . Mrs. Tully had been through approximately 9 days of Paideia workshops, was personally invested in learning about Paideia teaching, and had done several seminars over a 3-year period. Yet that was not enough. Workshops and isolated personal experience may not be "enough." Workshops-distanced teaching about teaching, provided by experts who talk about classroom interactions-may not be as helpful to teachers as onthe-spot coach-mentors who observe and demonstrate and help teachers on a personal level-in their own classrooms with their own students-to fine tune the heart of their teaching in detailed ways (cf. Fullan, 1991; Joyce & Showers, 1982; Tharp & Gallimore, 1988) .
Another way in which the workshop format may not have been "enough" is that little was done in the workshops to help the teachers explore or understand the theoretical or philosophical undergirdings of the espoused seminar methods. The principal thought the workshops may have been "too Dialogic Discussion and the Paideia Seminar theoretical," but our review of the workshop methods suggested that the workshops did not highlight reasons for student-centered discussion, the crucial idea of mutual construction of meaning, the contention that meaning can be located between or among text and participants, or the relationships between language and egalitarian stances. As a consequence, it may be that Mrs. Tully was trying to apply the seminar practices while maintaining a contradictory personal epistemology of language and learning. Perhaps her enactment of the Paideia Seminar was a reflection of her own understandings of the seminar practices wedded with her own underlying theory of learning.
Another factor in the difficulties involved in Mrs. Tully's shift toward fuller dialogic discussions might have been her isolation as a Paideia innovator in her school and school system. She was one of only a few teachers in her school who tried to do Paideia Seminars, and described herself as a "maverick" (Interview, January 13th). She had no collaborators, no personal support for helping her to evaluate and enhance her ways of implementing dialogic discussions.
What if teachers had professional development days built into their work life that would afford opportunities to visit and observe other teachers endorsed by the National Paideia Center or recommended by local college faculty as proficient dialogic-discussion leaders? Or what if teachers audiotaped their seminars and listened to them and coded them, using a coding scheme similar to the one we used in the present study? Perhaps one or more of these activities would move teachers' thinking about central philosophical tenets associated with dialogic discussion in ways that would, in turn, affect practice.
We find it interesting that as we explored possible reasons for our findings we began with the teacher. Our own experiences with learning about Paideia Seminars and dialogic discussion in general have led us to see the teacher, what she does and does not do, as pivotal. In our eyes, the teacher bears a great burden for initiating dialogic discussion, for setting the stage, for turning students' outlooks on what it means to discuss. Our view here stands in stark contrast to some of the principal's and teachers' comments at Hope High School. As we noted, the principal, Mrs. Tully, and another teacher at the school all tended to attribute potential failures of Paideia Seminars to students. They believed that Paideia Seminars would not work with "lower level" students because of their lack of ability to converse civilly or their intellectual inadequacy or their attitudes. They seemed to place greater importance on the academic, linguistic, and/or motivational abilities that students present than on the teacher's skillfulness in enabling students' full participation in ways that bring students to enact dialogic discussion. We now wonder if the ways in which Mrs. Tully's seminars unfolded were more likely due to the interaction of both teacher and student factors.
Finally, several important research issues arise from the present study. These include the following: Under what conditions might teachers and students learn to conduct dialogic discussions? How might roles be described in high school discussions that are dialogic and that do happen according to Paideia principles and methods? How would these roles compare and contrast to the roles revealed in the present study? How do discussions compare and contrast across teachers educated in Paideia Seminar discussion and other teachers educated in other dialogic discussion methods? Is quality of dialogic discussion related to student thinking, critique, or achievement? These are just a few of the many issues about dialogic discussion that might be tackled. As sociocultural paradigms seem to take on increasingly greater sway in the educational arena, dialogic discussion as a means of classroom instruction might also rise in significance in teachers' methodological repertoires. Analyses of classroom language and gestures, as well as deeper investigations over relatively lengthy time periods of how teachers learn to "do" dialogue, will likely require future researchers' observational and interviewing powers and both macro-and micro-analyses. While methods such as "grand case analysis" tend to provide important overarching understandings, microanalyses involving coded talk in discussions can provide detailed insights about important axes of group talk, such as when the relative amounts of talk by various participants reveal power relationships in the group.
APPENDIX A
Initial and Final Structured Teacher Interview: Prepared Questions
Initial Teacher Interview
Tell me about the Paideia training you have had. How has your teaching style/philosophy changed over the years? What compels you to do seminars with your students? Tell me about the students in your class. How will you decide upon seating arrangement? What are the rules for talking in this class? Which students talk more and less, and why do you think this is the case?
Post-Observation Teacher Interview 1
What are the benefits of doing Paideia Seminars? What roles do you play in Paideia Seminars? Does your role change during a seminar or from seminar to seminar, and if so, how and why? How would you compare your role during a seminar and your role during other classroom activities? Do you think your students have changed their participatory style during seminars, and if so, how? What roles do different students play during seminars? How are relationships changed, altered, and/or developing in seminars?
Post-Observation Teacher Interview 2
What do you think about the transcripts and videos? What do you think about your role in the seminars? What do you think about the students' roles in the seminars? How would you summarize the series of seminars? 
Notes
We wish to thank the students, the teacher, and the school administrators who graciously participated in and supported this study. Please send correspondence to Laura Billings (labillin@uncg.edu).
1 We feel it is important to the interpretation of our study that we briefly provide our researcher lenses. The first author taught middle grades and high school English for 10 years. Over the years, she grew increasingly aware of societal hierarchies within schools and classrooms, especially those based on gender, ethnicity, and intellectual status, and explored ways to foster inclusion and nurture equity in her classes. During her 9th year of teaching, she learned about Paideia and began implementing it in her classes. The second author is currently Professor and Assistant Dean in the School of Education at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. Her public school classroom experience was in the primary grades and as a Title I Reading Teacher. Several years ago, she invited a team of colleagues versed in discussion-leading techniques to observe several of her classes, to critique, and to teach her new ways. One of the new ways of teaching she learned was the Paideia Seminar. The first author demonstrated Paideia Seminars in two of her classes, and since then the second author has intermittently implemented seminars in her classes. 2 We have used pseudonyms for participants and schools.
